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Amendments to the Drawings: 

The attached sheet of drawings includes changes to Figure 1 . This sheet, which 
includes Figures 1-2, replaces the original sheet including Figures 1-2. 



Attachment: Replacement Sheet 

Annotated Sheet Showing Changes 
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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the present application are 
respectfully requested in view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

Claims 39-77 are currently pending in the present application, including 
independent claims 39, 56, and 69. Claims 1-38 were previously cancelled. Claims 59- 
60 and 71-72 have been amended in this paper. 

In the Office Action, the drawings and the specification were objected to in light of 
Applicant's proposed corrections contained in the previous Amendment filed on May 2, 
2003. In response, Fig. 1 and the specification have been amended in this paper. It is 
believed that no new matter is introduced by these amendments, and support for the 
amendments to the drawings and specification may be found, for example, in original 
Fig. 1 and in the specification at page 11, line 26 to page 12, line 12 and at page 13, 
line 1 7 to page 14, line 1 1 . 

In addition, claims 41 , 47, 59-60, and 71-72 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. Without commenting on the propriety of 
these rejections, Applicant respectfully submits that the pending claims satisfy all of the 
requirements of Section 112. Specifically, with regard to claims 41 and 47, Applicant 
respectfully submits that the amendments made to pages 13 and 14 of the specification 
make clear what is meant by the spaced apart rows being arranged at an angle of about 
45° to the ridges in claim 41 and the bridging regions being positioned at an angle of 
about 90° relative to the ridges in claim 47. 

Applicant's independent claim 39, for instance, is directed to a wound or stacked 
paper product that comprises a first layer positioned to adjacent to a second layer. The 
first and second layers are formed from at least one paper web that contains a surface 
that defines ridges and valleys. Bridging regions are formed into the surface of the 
paper web, and these bridging regions have a length sufficient to extend between the 
peaks of at least two of the ridges and a length-to-depth ratio of from about 5:1 to about 
40:1. The bridging regions at least partially obstruct the ridges and valleys of the first 
layer from mating with the ridges and valleys of the second layer to inhibit nesting. 

Claims 39-49 and 52-77, which include independent claims 39, 56, and 69, were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 
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6,348,131 to Kershaw, et al. Kershaw, et al. is directed to embossed absorbent paper 
products. Examples of embossment patterns used for the paper products of Kershaw, 
et al. are shown in Figs. 8a and 8b. The embossments may be arranged in a plurality of 
diamond-shaped arrays, repeating over the surface of the sheet, and typically the 
embossment pattern on the paper products of Kershaw, et al. extend over up to about 
50% of the web. (Col. 8, lines 44-56; claim 1 ). If desired, multi-ply paper products may 
be formed using the embossed sheets. (Cols. 10-11). 

With regard to embossing dimensions, the Office Action stated that the length-to- 
depth ratio of the embossments of Kershaw, et al. is in a range from about 1 .97:1 to 
about 3.93:1 and that it would have been obvious to one having skill in the art that 
Applicant's claimed bridging regions having a length-to-depth ratio of from about 5:1 to 
about 40:1 "be construed on" the embossments having a length-to-depth ratio of 3.93:1 
in Kershaw, et al. (Office Action, pages 4-5). 

As pointed out in Applicant's previous Response filed on May 2, 2003, this 3.93:1 
length-to-depth ratio can only be calculated using a very specific embodiment of 
Kershaw, et al. More particularly, Kershaw, et al. indicates that its design elements may 
have an emboss depth of about 15 mils (col. 12, lines 26-30), while giving no actual 
values for length. In one instance, though, Kershaw, et al. describes the individual 
embossments of Figs. 8a and 8b as having a width of about 1 mm and an aspect ratio 
(length to width ratio) of about 1 .5. (Col. 9, lines 55-63). From this data, one can 
calculate a length of 1 .5 mm (about 59 mils) and compute a length-to-depth ratio of 
about 3.93:1 (59 mils/15 mils). Thus, from the countless embodiments disclosed by 
Kershaw, et al. — embodiments where the undulation structure of the paper webs may 
vary greatly and where the embossing elements may have numerous different aspect 
ratios, lengths, widths, spacing patterns, and angular orientations — one would have to 
select the very specific embodiment described above to derive a length-to-depth ratio 
even close to the presently claimed length-to-depth ratio for Applicant's bridging 
regions. 

Nevertheless, the Office Action stated that that it would have been obvious to 
one having skill in the art that Applicant's claimed bridging regions having a length-to- 
depth ratio of from about 5:1 to about 40:1 "be construed on" the embossments in 
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Kershaw, et al. having a length-to-depth ratio of 3.93:1. Applicant respectfully submits 
that 3.93:1 is clearly outside the length-to-depth ratio range in claims 39, 56, and 69, 
namely, from about 5:1 to about 40:1. An interpretation of "from about 5:1" (the lower 
limit in Applicant's claimed range) to "be construed on" the 3.93:1 ratio (the higher limit 
in the range of ratios calculated from Kershaw, et al. ) would result in the inclusion of a 
ratio where the length (3.93) is more than 21% lower than the length (5) in the claimed 
ratio of "about 5:1 ." This is significant because the bridging regions of Applicant's 
claimed paper product were deliberately selected to have a certain size, shape, pattern, 
etc., to optimize the reduced-nesting effect on the resulting paper product. This 
optimization included requiring that the bridging regions have a length-to-depth ratio of 
from about 5:1 to about 40:1 . Thus, such a range of length-to-depth ratios is particularly 
selected to reduce nesting in the resulting paper product. Applicant respectfully submits 
that Kershaw, et al. fails to recognize that bridging regions may be selectively employed 
to reduce nesting in a wound or stacked paper product and fails to teach or suggest the 
overall combination of limitations required by Applicant's independent claims 39, 56, 
and 69. 

Additionally, it should be noted that the embossing elements of Kershaw, et al. 
are primarily used for design purposes. In fact, the only mention of "nesting" in 
Kershaw, et al. relates to the binding of two or more paper plies together. (Col. 1 1 , lines 
10-28). Further, the proposed solution in Kershaw, et al. to the possible nesting of the 
two plies is displacing one ply in the cross direction so that the peaks and valleys of one 
ply are opposed to the peaks and valleys of the other ply (rather than arranging the 
peaks of one ply to nest in the valleys of the other ply to form a relatively dense two ply 
web). (Col. 1 1 , lines 10-28). Nowhere in Kershaw, et al. is it contemplated to inhibit 
nesting in a final wound or stacked paper product using Applicant's claimed 
configuration of bridging regions. Thus, for at least the reasons set forth above, then, 
Applicant respectfully submits that independent claims 39, 56, and 69 patentably define 
over Kershaw, et al. 

Dependent claims 50 and 51 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kershaw, et al. (discussed in detail above) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,048,589 to Cook . Further, dependent claims 40-49, 52-55, 57-68, and 70-77 were 
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rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kershaw, et a\. Applicant 
respectfully submits that for at least the reasons indicated above relating to 
corresponding independent claims 39, 56, and 69, the dependent claims patentably 
define over the references cited. However, Applicant also notes that the patentability of 
the dependent claims certainly does not hinge on the patentability of independent 
claims 39, 56, and 69. In particular, it is believed that some or all of these claims may 
possess features that are independently patentable, regardless of the patentably of 
claims 39, 56, and 69. 

As such, for at least the reasons set forth above, Applicant respectfully submits 
that the present claims patentably define over all of the prior art of record. It is believed 
that the present application is in complete condition for allowance and favorable action, 
therefore, is respectfully requested. Examiner Halpern is invited and encouraged to 
telephone the undersigned, however, should any issues remain after consideration of 
this response. 

Please charge any additional fees required by this Amendment to Deposit 
Account No. 04-1403. 



Respectfully submitted, 



DORITY & MANNING, P.A. 




Jason W. Johnston 
Registration No. 45,675 



Tara E. Agnew 
Registration No. 50,589 



DORITY & MANNING, P.A. 
P. O. Box 1449 




Greenville, SC 29602-1449 
Phone: (864)271-1592 



Facsimile: (864) 233-7342 
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